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REMARKS 

Claims 1-19 remain pending in the application. Claims 1-19 currently stand rejected. 
The Applicant respectfully requests consideration of the following remarks and allowance of the 

claims. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 1, 6-8, 10, and 15-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,867,483 (Ennis) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,975,594 
(Byers). The present rejection incorrectly asserts that Ennis teaches a bandwidth history 
including previous bandwidth selections, and thus represents clear error. The Applicant 
therefore respectfully disagrees with the rejection, as discussed in more detail below, and 
appropriate review is requested. 

The Applicant respectfully argues that the Examiner incorrectly asserts that Ennis teaches 
displaying previous bandwidth selections. Claim 1 recites, in part, a processing system 
configured to display a bandwidth history, including previous bandwidth selections. The 
Examiner has erred by asserting that Ennis teaches these aspects by allowing a user to select 
which portion of a bandwidth history he would like to view. However, this element of claim 1 is 
drawn to display both a history of bandwidth usage and bandwidth selections that the user has 
made previously via the bandwidth selection indicium (see specification page 10, lines 16-20, 
page 15, lines 22-23, page 16, lines 1-6). For example, one graph could show the actual 
bandwidth usage on the network over time while another graph could show that the user selected 
1.5Mbps of bandwidth on one day, 3.5Mbps on the next, 2Mbps a couple days later, etc. 

In particular, the Examiner asserts that Ennis discloses displaying bandwidth history 
including previous bandwidth selections in figures 11, 13, and 15. However, figures 11, 13, and 
15 only show bandwidth utilization history as a percentage relative to 56 kbps. While this could 
be construed as displaying bandwidth history, the figures do not include previous bandwidth 
selections. Specifically, bar graph 80 shows bandwidth utilization to the network and bar graph 
82 shows bandwidth utilization from the network. Displaying a history of bandwidth utilization 
does not show a history of bandwidth selections made by a user. Rather, displaying bandwidth 
utilization history simply shows the amount of available bandwidth used over the displayed time 
period. Likewise, figures 13 and 15 merely show more detailed versions of bar graphs 
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containing the same bandwidth utilization information as the bar graphs shown in figure 11. 
Furthermore, the 'selection' referred to by the Examiner in column 15, lines 28-41, only refers to 
a user's ability to select the graph and time intervals that the user wishes to view. The term 
'selection' does not refer to the data displayed on the graph itself, it merely refers to presently 
selecting how the graph's information is displayed. For example, the user can select the scale of 
the X and y-axis of the graph. As explained above, 'previous bandwidth selections' from claim 1 
does not refer to a user selecting a graph to display or scale of that graph. Thus, even though 
Ennis teaches displaying graphs with bandwidth utilization data, Ennis does not disclose that any 
of those graphs display previous bandwidth selections, as recited by claim 1. Therefore, none of 
figures 11, 13, and 15, nor any of the other graphs shown or described in Ennis, display a 
bandwidth history including previous bandwidth selections, as recited by claim 1. 

Additionally, the combination of Ennis with Byers also does not disclose displaying 
previous bandwidth selections. Byers teaches displaying radio buttons for bandwidth selection 
(see figure 3, column 7, lines 36-56). However, Byers does not keep track of and display 
previously bandwidth selections. Therefore, while the combination of Ennis and Byers may 
allow the system in Ennis to have bandwidth selection capability, neither reference, alone nor in 
combination, discloses displaying previous bandwidth selections, as recited by claim 1. 

The Examiner's assertion that Ennis teaches a bandwidth history including previous 
bandwidth selections is incorrect and, thus, represents clear error. The rejection should therefore 
be withdrawn. 

Independent claim 10 contains limitations similar to those of claim 1 and, therefore, its 
allowance is also respectfully requested. Additionally, the Applicant refrains from discussion of 
the remaining dependent claims in view of their dependence from otherwise allowable 
independent claims. 
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CONCLUSION 

Based on the above remarks, the Applicant submits that the claims in their present form 
are allowable over the art of record. Additional reasons in support of patentability exist, but such 
reasons are omitted in the interests of clarity and brevity. The Applicant respectfully requests 
allowance of the claims at the Examiner's earliest convenience. 

The Applicant hereby authorizes the Office to charge Deposit Account No. 21-0765 the 
appropriate fee under 37 C.F.R. § 41.20(b)(1) for the Notice of Appeal filed herewith. The 
Applicant believes no additional fees are due with respect to this filing. However, should the 
Office determine that additional fees are necessary, the Office is hereby authorized to charge 
Deposit Account No. 21-0765, accordingly. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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